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Background 

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) has planned to replace the Magnolia 

Bridge since the February 28, 2001 Nisqually earthquake damaged the west end of the 

bridge beyond repair
1
.  In 2002, SDOT began a Type, Size, and Location (TSL) study to 

fully evaluate the condition of the bridge and to identify bridge replacement options for 

further consideration. Twenty-five concepts were developed and screened against project 

goals and objectives and the project Purpose and Need statement. Incorporating 

comments from interested and affected parties, agencies, the Tribes and the general 

public the screening process resulted in the selection of five alternatives, including a No-

Action Alternative, to be evaluated in an Environmental Assessment (EA).  

In 2007 SDOT submitted a Draft EA and fourteen environmental discipline reports (DRs) 

including a Draft Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources DR (2006) and a Draft 

Public Land/Section 4(f) DR (2004).  The Draft Historic, Cultural and Archaeological 

Resources DR was submitted to the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (DAHP) for consultation and the Section 106 process was completed.   

At that time, twenty buildings or structures were identified in the project area that met 

criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP).  Of those twenty 

resources, five were found to be significant (See Table 1). The remaining fifteen were 

thought to be eligible for listing in the NHRP however, after consultation with DAHP 

they were determined not eligible for listing (See Appendix A for DAHP Concurrence 

Letter).  

 
Table 1   NRHP-Eligible Historical Buildings and Structures as of 2006 
 

Field  

ID# 

 

Address or Name Date of 

Construction 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

(Criteria) 

3 Admiral’s Residence 1944 A,C 

5 Holland America Cruise Line Terminal 

(Formerly Building #40) 

1940 C 

9 Snider Petroleum Warehouse Building 

Port of Seattle 

1925 C 

17 Immunex Complex building 
 1280 16th Avenue West2 

1966 B,C 

27 Snider Petroleum, Pump House, Port of 

Seattle 

1929 A 

                                                      
1
 Nearly half of the original concrete braces on the west portion of the bridge were replaced with steel bracing. In addition a 

partial seismic retrofit of the single-span bridge structure over 15th Avenue West was completed in 2001.   

2
 The Immunex Complex was demolished in 2007. 
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Between 2007 and 2013 the project was put on hold and the Section 4(f) process 

remained incomplete.  However, in 2013, SDOT, reinitiated the project’s environmental 

process and began updating the EA and supporting documentation. To update the 2006 

Draft Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources DR, a new cultural 

resources/historic structures inventory was completed. Results of the new inventory  

indicated that the Immunex Complex building had been demolished and the Holland 

America Cruise Line Terminal (Site 5, Building #40) and Snider Petroleum Pump House 

(Site 27) were no longer eligible for listing in the NHRP as a result of building alteration 

and changes in site context.  DAHP was consulted and concurred with these findings (See 

Appendix A – 2014 concurrence letter). The Admiral’s Residence and the Snider 

Petroleum Warehouse Building remain eligible for listing in the NRHP.   

The updated Draft Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources DR and Draft Public 

Land/Section 4(f) DR serve as the basis for this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.   
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Introduction 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in Federal law at 

49 U.S.C. §303, declares that "[i]t is the policy of the United States Government that 

special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public 

park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites."  

The Section 4(f) regulation requires that the proposed transportation use of any land from 

a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, 

or public or private historic site that is on or eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP),  be avoided, if avoidance is feasible and prudent, before any U.S. DOT 

funding or approvals can be granted. Additionally, a full evaluation of measures to 

minimize harm to that property must be made and documented. 

In general, a Section 4(f) use occurs when 1) Section 4(f) land is permanently 

incorporated into a transportation facility; 2) when there is a temporary occupancy of 

Section 4(f) land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) preservationist purposes and 

3) when Section 4(f) land is not incorporated into the transportation project, but the 

project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or 

attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 

impaired (constructive use).  

This Section 4(f) Evaluation describes Section 4(f) resources in vicinity of the Magnolia 

Bridge, use of those resources by the Preferred Alternatives (PA) and other build 

alternatives, avoidance alternatives, measures to minimize harm, an analysis of least 

overall harm and a description of coordination efforts to protect Section 4(f) resources.  

Purpose and Need 

The Magnolia Bridge provides an important link between the Magnolia community, 

home to approximately 20,000 people, and the rest of Seattle. It is one of only three 

bridges providing access in and out of Magnolia. The other two bridges are both north of 

the Magnolia Bridge located at West Dravus Street and West Emerson Street (See Figure 

1).  

The Magnolia Bridge provides the only road access to the land between the Port of 

Seattle Terminal 91, Smith Cove Playfield, and the Elliott Bay Marina. This area is part 

of the Interbay Industrial Area and houses Port operations and numerous maritime 

businesses. 

The purpose of the project is to replace the existing bridge, its structures, approaches, and 

related street connections to maintain access to the Magnolia Community, the Port of 

Seattle Terminal 91, Smith Cove Playfield, and the Elliott Bay Marina
3
.  The Magnolia 

Bridge is need of replacing due to its age, condition, and the poor soils surrounding the 

bridge, it is at risk of failure during a seismic event. 

Loss of the use of the bridge would limit access to the Magnolia community and increase 

traffic on both West Dravus and West Emerson streets resulting in increased delays 

throughout the corridor.  Not only would general traffic be delayed, but emergency 

                                                      
3
 The full text of the project Purpose and Need Statement can be found in the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project 

Cultural, Historic and Archaeological Resources Discipline Report.  
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response would be increased.  Loss of the bridge would mean loss of access to businesses 

and recreational facilities south of the bridge. 

 

 
      Figure 1 – Location of Existing Magnolia Bridge
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Summary   

 

 

There are eleven Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the Magnolia Bridge.  They 

include nine parks and recreational resources and two historic resources.  They are listed 

below and shown in Figure 7 (See page 18).   

Parks and Recreation Resources 

1. Smith Cove Park Waterfront Site 

2. Smith Cove Playfield  

3. Ursula Judkins Viewpoint  

4. Smith Cove Open Water Park 

5. Centennial Park  

6. Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

7. Magnolia Greenbelt 

8. Magnolia Park 

9. SW Queen Anne Greenbelt  

Historic Resources 

10. The Admiral’s House 

11. Snider Petroleum Warehouse, Port of Seattle (Building 9) 

Of the eleven Section 4(f) resources in the project area construction and operation of the 

PA would result in use of three properties:   

 Smith Cove Playfield and Ursula Judkins Viewpoint - de minimis use.  

 Admiral’s House property - permanent incorporation via an aerial easement for 

the bridge span.  

During construction the Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street Intersection would be 

temporarily occupied for a period of 1-2 months.   

The project would not touch Centennial Park, Smith Cove Waterfront Site, Smith Cove 

Open Water Front Park, Snider Petroleum Warehouse, Thorndyke Park the SW Queen 

Anne Greenbelt, the Magnolia Greenbelt or Magnolia Park.  No property acquisitions or 

temporary occupancy of these Section 4(f) resources is required.     
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Description of Alternatives 

The development of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project Preferred Alternative 

(PA) was the result of a lengthy planning process.  It began with the development of 

twenty-five (25) alignment options by the project team.  These options were 

narrowed to nine alignments by applying ‘fatal flaw’ criteria and evaluating whether 

the option met the project’s goals and Purpose and Need.  After the initial screening 

process nine (9) alignments remained.  Bridge approaches were added and the 

alignments were developed into nine alternatives for public review and comment.  

A second tier of screening based on environmental, traffic, urban design and cost 

criteria was completed and four alternatives (A, B, D and H) were moved forward 

for detailed environmental analysis.  After completion of additional technical 

review, former Mayor Nickels requested that SDOT eliminate Alternative B from 

further consideration citing environmental, permitting, and legal obstacles. SDOT 

later removed Alternative H from consideration because review of traffic operations 

found that the option would be unable to handle the future forecasted traffic demand 

and therefore would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need.  This left two build 

alternatives (A and D) for further consideration.  

Because SDOT wanted to evaluate at least three alternatives, the agency added a 

version of Alternative C, the next best alternative evaluated during earlier steps in 

the process. Alternative C provided a unique surface/structure combination 

significantly different from Alternatives A and D. At a later date, in response to 

public input, SDOT decided to also evaluate a Rehabilitation Alternative.  In 2006, 

the City identified Alternative A as the PA. 

The following section briefly describes the five alternatives considered for the 

project: 

 No-Build Alternative 

 Alternative A (Preferred Alternative) 

 Alternative C 

 Alternative D 

 Rehabilitation Alternative 

More detailed information on development and screening of alternatives for the 

Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project can be found in the Magnolia Bridge 

Replacement Project Environmental Assessment (EA) Chapters 3 – Developing the 

Alternatives and the Magnolia Bridge Type, Size and Location Study Alignment 

Report (Appendix B). 

No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative, shown in Figure 2, would maintain the existing bridge 

structure in place, with the existing connections at the east and west ends. Long-term 

strategies for maintaining the existing structure would be required for the No Build 

Alternative. To keep the existing bridge in service for 10 years or more, the 

following would need to be accomplished: 
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 Continued in-depth bridge inspection and establishment of a long-term 

maintenance program. 

 Concrete repairs that could include epoxy injection of cracks, repair of 

spalled concrete, and replacement of deficient concrete. 

 Preservation measures to slow corrosion of the reinforcement. These 

measures could include a cathodic protection system. 

 Any structural elements that lack the capacity to carry a tractor-trailer truck 

with a 20-ton gross trailer weight would need to be identified, modeled, and 

strengthened. 

Alternative A (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative A would replace the existing bridge with a new structure immediately 

south of the existing bridge as shown in Figure 3. The alternative would construct a 

half-diamond interchange at 23rd Avenue West with ramps to and from the east 

providing access from the bridge's mid-span to the waterfront and the Port of 

Seattle’s upland property. Connections at the east and west ends of the bridge would 

be similar to the existing bridge. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C would require construction of 2,200 feet of new surface roadway 

within the Port of Seattle Terminal 91 North Bay property between two structures as 

shown in Figure 4. The alternative alignment would descend from Magnolia Bluff 

on a structure running along the toe of the slope. The alignment would reach the 

surface while next to the bluff before turning east to an intersection with the north-

south surface street. The alignment would continue east from the intersection, then 

turn south along the west side of the BNSF rail yard. The alignment would then turn 

east to cross the railroad tracks above grade and connect to 15th Avenue West. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D would construct a new bridge north of the existing bridge as shown in 

Figure 5. Connections at the east and west ends of the bridge would be similar to the 

existing bridge. This alternative would construct a signalized, elevated intersection 

in the bridge’s mid-span to provide access to the waterfront and Port of Seattle 

Terminal 91 North Bay property from both the east and west.  

Rehabilitation Alternative 

The Rehabilitation Alternative as shown in Figure 6 maintains the existing bridge 

alignment and replaces all of the bridge deck, sidewalk, and barriers in order to 

bring the bridge up to current design standards. The remaining columns and 

foundations between the railroad tracks and Magnolia Bluff are strengthened. The 

existing ramps to and from the waterfront remain, but the center ramps to Terminal 

91 are removed. 
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Figure 2  No Build Alternative 
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Figure 3 Alternative A – (Preferred Alternative) 
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Figure 4  Alternative C 
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Figure 5  Alternative D   
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 Figure 6  Rehabilitation Alternative 
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Methods 

The Section 4(f) evaluation was prepared consistent with the guidelines contained in 

Section 457 of the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 

Environmental Procedures Manual (2013), Chapter 24.39(c) of the WSDOT Local 

Agency Guidelines, FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012), and FHWA Section 

4(f) Tutorial (FHWA 2014).  

Studies and Data Sources 

Documents and data sources reviewed for this report include: 

 City of Seattle GIS data for parcels and parks in the study area 

 The Seattle Department  of Parks and Recreation Parks (Parks) Legacy Plan 

 The Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation Action Plan 2009, 2014 

 Interviews with representatives from Seattle Parks Department  

 Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project – Draft Historic, Cultural, and 

Archaeological Resources Discipline Report ( 2006 and 2013 update) 

 City of Seattle Landmarks Preservation Board, Landmark Nomination Form for 

Admiral’s House. Submitted by Mimi Sheridan, May 12, 2010 

 City of Seattle, Ordinance 124135 for Admiral’s House historic preservation. 

Effective April 15, 2013  

 Admiral’s House easement and covenants 2013  

 Library and archival sources for background information on prehistoric and ethno-

historic use of the area, including archaeological site forms, cultural resource 

reports, maps, historic inventory forms, and National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) nomination forms archived at DAHP in Olympia, Washington 

 Literature, reports, and maps on file at the University of Washington, the Seattle 

Public Library, the Museum of History and Industry, Puget Sound Archives, King 

County, and the Seattle Landmark Office 

 Historic primary source materials to assess the potential for archaeological resources 

and to research historical contexts, including Sanborn fire maps, General Land 

Office (GLO) maps, King County Tax Assessor rolls, R. L. Polk and Company city 

directories, newspapers, and historic photographs 

 7.5-minute quadrangle maps of the study area and geotechnical boring logs for 

geomorphic features and areas of potential archaeological and historical sensitivity 

 Interviews and meetings with representatives from DAHP, SDOT, Department of 

Neighborhoods, Historic Preservation Office, and the City Intergovernmental 

Affairs Office  

 Review of WISAARD database (2013)  

 Historic Properties Survey of Farwest Liquidation Site Telecom Installation 1461-

1465 Elliott Ave W, Seattle (2013, Askin, T.) 
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 Results of Archaeological Fieldwork, Berth M Apron Replacement, Seattle 

(2007, Hodges, C.)  

 Letter to Jason Jordan Regarding Results of Archaeological Fieldwork, Pier 

91 Berth Dredging, Seattle (2007, Hodges, C.) 

 Archaeological Site Assessment of Sound Transit's Sounder: Everett to 

Seattle Commuter Rail System, King and Snohomish Counties (2006, Juell, 

K.) 
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Description of Section 4(f) Resources 

This chapter describes the eleven Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the Magnolia 

Bridge.  They include nine parks and recreational resources and two historic resources 

and are shown in Figure 7.   

Parks and Recreation Resources 

1. Smith Cove Park Waterfront Site 

2. Smith Cove Playfield  

3. Ursula Judkins Viewpoint  

4. Smith Cove Open Water Park 

5. Centennial Park  

6. Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

7. Magnolia Greenbelt 

8. Magnolia Park 

9. SW Queen Anne Greenbelt  

Historic Resources 

10. The Admiral’s House 

11. Snider Petroleum Warehouse, Port of Seattle (Building 9) 

There are no significant wildlife or waterfowl refuges or known archaeological sites in 

vicinity of the project. 

Parks and Recreation Section 4(f) Resources 

Smith Cove Properties 

The Smith Cove Properties are located on the western end and south of the existing 

bridge (See Figure 8).  They consist of four distinct neighborhood parks: Smith 

Cove Park Waterfront Site, Smith Cove Playfield, the Ursula Judkins Viewpoint and 

the Smith Cove Open Water Park.  All four properties are owned and maintained by 

the City of Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks).   

Smith Cove Park Waterfront Site 

The Smith Cove Park Waterfront Site (Smith Cove Park at Terminal 91) is a 1.1 acre 

neighborhood park that includes a public waterfront area. The site is accessible from 

23rd Avenue West via the Magnolia Bridge.  On-street parking is available along 

23rd Avenue West.  The Smith Cove Playfield parking lot is across the street.  Park 

hours of operation are from 6 a.m. to 9 p.m.  The Smith Cove Park Waterfront Site 

provides public shoreline access, benches, picnic tables, and views of Elliot Bay.   

Smith Cove Playfield 

The Smith Cove Playfield includes 4.93 acres of property along 23rd Avenue West. 

It is part of a larger parcel currently bisected by the Magnolia Bridge. The playfield 

lies on the southern portion of the site between the Magnolia Bridge and West 

Marina Place. The portion of the site north of the bridge is not accessible to the 

public.  

A public parking lot lies adjacent to the playfield.  The playfield and parking lot are 

accessed via 23
rd

 Avenue West.  The hours of operation are 4:00 a.m. to 11:30 p.m.  
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Figure 7– Section 4(f) Resources in the Project Area 

 

Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 

The Ursula Judkins Viewpoint is comprised of 2.43 acres and located immediately 

south of West Galer Street on the Magnolia Bluff west of the existing Magnolia 

Bridge. The viewpoint functions as a small neighborhood park and viewpoint.   

Cars, pedestrians and bicyclists access the park from West Galer Street. The park 

provides views of Elliott Bay, Queen Anne Hill and the north area of downtown 

Seattle. Park hours are from 4 a.m. to 11:30 p.m.  

Adjacent to the park is a small 0.11 acre parking lot.  Currently there are no defined 

parking spaces in the lot. However based upon typical parking space requirements of 
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8’ wide and 14’ long, the lot can reasonably accommodate up to 18 spaces (See 

Figure 20)
4
.   

   

A small corner of park property (0.08 acres) is currently occupied through an 

easement with Parks by a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) building. The 

building houses navigation equipment used by training flights out of Boeing Field
5
.   

Smith Cove Open Water Park 

Smith Cove Open Water Park includes 14.04 acres of tidelands south of Smith Cove 

Park Waterfront Site. These city-owned lands are approximately 440 feet wide and 

extend approximately 1,500 feet into Elliott Bay. Smith Cove Open Water Park 

provides fish and wildlife habitat.  There is no formal public access to the tidelands.  

Park hours are from 4 a.m. to 11:30 p.m.  

Centennial Park 

Centennial Park is an 11-acre park owned by the Port of Seattle (Port).  It is located 

along the east side of Smith Cove Waterway, east of Pier 90, and along the Elliott 

Bay shoreline in the vicinity of the Port of Seattle Terminal 86 Grain Facility. The 

Elliott Bay Trail, a bicycle/pedestrian facility owned by SDOT as public right-of-

way, runs through the park and allows connections from the West Galer Flyover and 

continues south along Elliot Bay through the City of Seattle’s Myrtle Edwards Park 

(See Figure 9). The West Galer Flyover provides vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle 

access to the northern portion of Centennial Park from the 15th Avenue West/Elliott 

Avenue west corridor. Vehicle access to the park is from the West Galer Flyover to 

Alaskan Way West, West Galer Street and 16th Avenue West. Angled, back-in 

parking is allowed on the west side of 16th Avenue West. The hours of operation of 

the park are from 6 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. 

Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

Thorndyke Park is a 1.4 acre neighborhood park located between Thorndyke Ave 

West and Magnolia Way West approximately 1,200 feet north of the western end of 

the existing bridge. It is owned by Parks, includes a walking path and provides 

views of Mt. Rainier and Puget Sound through the trees. It does not include a 

parking lot.  The hours of park operation are from 4:00 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. (See 

Figure 10). Magnolia Way West owned by Parks runs from the northern edge of the 

park southward and connects with West Galer Street.  It provides southern access to 

both Thorndyke park and neighborhood south of the park.  Magnolia Way West, 

West Galer Street and their intersection are part of the City of Seattle boulevard 

system.
6
  Magnolia Way West was initially platted as street right-of-way but has 

been was vacated to Parks, although it continues to serve as street right-of-way.  

                                                      
4
 Note: This parking area is rarely used by more than 4 cars.  

5
 The original FAA building on this site was demolished and replaced with the existing one in 2010.  The facility is 

fenced off and not accessible to the public.  The FAA building would need to be decommissioned and possibly 

relocated.  Impacts to the FAA building will be addressed in the EA. 

6
A boulevard is defined by Parks as “a linear park, established by ordinance, usually an extension or expansion of a dedicated 

street(s) which continues to serve as a right-of-way in addition to being park land.” Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation 

Non-Park Uses of Parks Lands Policy (City Council Resolution #29475, October 1996). 
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 Figure 8– Smith Cove Properties 
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Magnolia Greenbelt 

The Magnolia Greenbelt
7
 consists of 2.7 acres of Parks owned land along the eastern 

bluff of Magnolia between W Howe St & Dartmouth Ave W
8
. The greenbelt serves 

as public open space. While Parks lists hours of greenbelt operation from 4:00 a.m. 

to 11:30 p.m., there is no public access to or through the greenbelt (See Figure10). 

Magnolia Park 

Magnolia Park is a 12.1 acre park owned along the western bluff of Magnolia 

located at1461 magnolia Blvd West.  It is approximately ½ mile west of the 

Magnolia Bridge, provides a magnificent view of Puget Sound, includes picnic 

facilities, restrooms, paths, a play area and many beautiful trees.  Access to the park 

is from Magnolia Blvd.  A parking lot lies adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 

park.   Hours of operation of the Magnolia Park are from 4:00 a.m. to 11:30 p.m., 

there is no public access to or through the greenbelt (See Figure11). 

Southwest Queen Anne Greenbelt 

The Southwest Queen Anne Greenbelt is a 35 acre urban natural area located on 

Queen Anne Hill east of the Magnolia Bridge. Within that area, roughly 12.5 acres 

between West Howe Street and West Blaine Street and 15
th
 Ave West and 12

th
 Ave 

West are owned by Parks. Most of the greenbelt is in private ownership (See Figure 

12) 

                                                      
7 Urban greenbelts are a part of the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan adopted in 1957. Greenbelts are defined as areas 

under public ownership or control or private ownership with some form of public interest or control left primarily in its natural 

state for a variety of purposes. 

 
8 The Magnolia Greenbelt consists of the 10 Parks owned parcels (3547900435, 3547900735, 3547900720,3547900705, 

35447900695, 3547900680, 3547900650, 2325039077, 2325039024, and 2325039027). Please see Appendix E for additional 

information.  
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Figure 9 – Centennial Park  
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Figure 10  Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way N and the Magnolia Greenbelt  
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Figure 11 – Magnolia Park
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Figure 12 – SW Queen Anne Greenbelt  
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Historic Section 4(f) Resources 

Magnolia Bridge 

In 2001, SDOT and WSDOT consulted with DAHP on the status of the Magnolia Bridge. 

DAHP determined that while the Magnolia Bridge was a Category II bridge (having 

historic interest because of its age and character) it was not eligible for listing in the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) due to extensive modification.  In 2003 

DAHP revisited the Magnolia Bridge’s eligibility for listing in the NHRP and maintained 

that the bridge was not eligible. However, while not eligible, DAHP required SDOT to 

document the bridge with large format photography prior to its removal, and submit a new 

inventory form that includes large format photo-documentation (See Appendix A for 

2001 and 2003 letters from DAHP).    

 

 

 

“The Admiral’s House”  

The Admiral’s House is located along the bluff above Smith Cove and south of the 

Magnolia Bridge. This two-story building, built in 1944, is 8,500 square feet in size and 

is accessed via a gated private driveway that passes under the existing bridge. The 

property is 3.89 acres (See Figure 13).   

Originally known as Quarters A, this site was 

home of the commanding admiral and his 

family while stationed at Sandpoint Naval 

Air Station in Seattle from 1945 to 2006.  

The Admiral’s House is listed in the NRHP, 

under criteria A and C, (February 2013).  It is 

significant for its association with the U.S. 

Navy and its role in Seattle from World War 

II until the 1990s.  The Admiral’s House is 

also significant for its embodiment of the 

Colonial revival architecture. The property 

was designated as a Seattle Landmark in 

April, 2013 and is on the Washington Heritage Register. 

The Department of the Navy entered into a public-private venture with Pacific Northwest 

Communities LLC (PNC) to own, operate, maintain and manage a number of Navy 

properties including the Admiral’s House.  In 2013, PNC and the Navy sold the 

Admiral’s House to the Global Seas Company.   
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Figure 13 – The Admiral’s House 

 

Snider Petroleum Warehouse, Port of Seattle Building 9 

The Snider Petroleum Warehouse built in 1925 

for the Texas Company Refinery, is 

approximately 15,300 square feet in size and is 

accessed via the Terminal 91 Main Gate or East 

Gate (See Figure 14). 

The warehouse was used to store oil drums, 

providing support to the U.S. Navy during World 

War II.  In 1970, it was declared a surplus 

property and transferred to the Port of Seattle. 

Several of the buildings and all of the storage 

tanks associated with the refinery have been 

demolished.  The petroleum warehouse is still 

present. Snider Petroleum no longer occupies this 

building.  
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In 2005, the building was recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C 

for its architectural characteristics.  Since that time, few modifications have occurred.  

Although the building has lost its integrity of setting and association, the building retains its 

distinctive architectural characteristics, and is still eligible for listing in the NRHP under 

Criterion C. The Snider Petroleum Warehouse is owned by the Port. 

 

 

Figure 14 –Snider Petroleum Warehouse/Port of Seattle Warehouse (Bldg #9)  
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Archaeological Resources  

The western shore of Smith Cove, south of the existing bridge and adjacent to Pier 91 is an 

inundated terrace or bench.  It lies south of the project footprint but could have been part 

of an expansive beach suitable for occupation similar to that of  the West Point 

landform, an historic sand spit that had been inundated due to sea level changes and 

tsunamis9. It is possible that in the past when sea levels were lower there may have been 

an extensive stable landform in Smith Cove available for occupation.   

In 2006, SDOT completed limited subsurface investigations in the vicinity of the PA. 

Mechanical core sampling was taken at select locations, opened in the field, and examined 

for archaeological materials. Sediments were recorded and photographed, and compared 

with culturally-associated sediments recorded in 1992 at the West Point archaeological 

site. The study did not result in the identification of archaeological deposits.  However, soils 

similar to the West Point soils were found in all sampling locations where the historic sand 

spit was located.  Because of this there is a moderate to high probability that archaeological 

resources may be found during construction of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement project.    

 

In 2011, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), recorded site 45KI1033, an 

historic munitions scatter, on the sea floor between Piers 90 and 91.  During the 

investigations, a total of 224 fragments of military debris and discarded military munitions 

were observed and collected from the sea floor (Kanaby 2011).  The artifacts were 

associated with the United States Navy Supply Depot which was situated on Pier 91 from 

1942 through 1976.  The munitions were turned over to the Joint Base Lewis-McCord 

Explosive Ordinance Disposal Unit for proper disposal. The site was not formally evaluated 

for listing in the NRHP. As all of the artifacts have been collected and disposed of the site 

has been destroyed and therefore not eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D. 

For additional information on potential archaeological Section 4(f) resources see the 

Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project Draft Cultural, Historic and Archaeological 

Resources Discipline Report (2006 and 2013 update) and Magnolia Bridge Replacement 

Project Geology and Soils Discipline Report (Appendix C).   

 
 

 

                                                      
9
 The West Point landform is a 4,000-year-old pre-contact site on the northwest corner of the Magnolia Peninsula 

which was inadvertently discovered during construction activities at the West Point Secondary Sewage Treatment 

Plant.   
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Use of Section 4(f) Resources 

Of the eleven Section 4(f) resources in the project area construction and operation of the 

PA would use portions of Smith Cove Playfield, Ursula Judkins Viewpoint.  The 

Admiral’s House and the intersection of Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street.  Use of 

Smith Cove Playfield and Ursula Judkins Viewpoint would be de miminis.  Use of The 

Admiral’s House would include temporary occupancy of a small portion of the driveway 

during construction and a permanent aerial easement.  During construction the 

intersection of Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street would be temporarily occupied for 

a period of 1-2 months.   

The project will not touch Centennial Park, Smith Cove Waterfront Site, Smith Cove 

Open Water Front Park, Snider Petroleum Warehouse, Thorndyke Park, the SW Queen 

Anne Greenbelt, the Magnolia Greenbelt or Magnolia Park.  No property acquisitions or 

temporary occupancy of these Section 4(f) resources is required.    

During development of the PA a number of alternatives that would avoid these resources 

were evaluated.  They were rejected for further consideration during a lengthy screening 

process because impacts from these alternatives (and other build alternatives) would be 

significant and could not be mitigated.  These impacts included: residential 

displacements, business displacements, complete bridge closure during construction for 

more than three years, substantial community disruption due to traffic flow, reliance on 

future (unplanned) roads through Port of Seattle property to provide access to the 

waterfront and marina businesses and design constraints such as inadequate vertical 

clearance over the railroad tracks on the east side of the bridge. 

Rehabilitation of the existing bridge was also examined. It too was rejected because costs 

for the extensive ground improvements, full replacement of the bridge deck and full 

replacement of grade beams needed for this alternative approached the costs of the 

replacement alternatives.  In addition, rehabilitation of the existing Magnolia Bridge 

would not correct design deficiencies and would provide a life span much less than that 

of a new structure (See Appendices B and K for a detailed discussion of Magnolia Bridge 

replacement alternative development and screening process). 

The southern alignment of the PA was selected despite the fact that it would impact 

Section 4(f) resources because significant traffic impacts could be mitigated by the LPA 

and   keeping the replacement bridge on or close to the existing alignment was the 

favored location for public meeting attendees during the alignment development phase of 

the project.  In addition, the shift of the existing alignment southward allows for the 

correction of existing sight distance deficiencies at the Magnolia Way West intersection 

and the 23rd Avenue West ramps. The reverse curves of the PA in this area meet 

horizontal sight distance requirements by providing adequate visibility around the bridge 

traffic barriers.  

This chapter discusses impacts from the PA which would constitute a use of these 

resources.  A brief comparison of use of Section 4(f) resources by other alternatives can 

be found in Table 2 on page 54.  It is based on information reported in the Magnolia 

Bridge Replacement Public Land, Section 4(f) DRAFT Discipline Report (2004) and the 

Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources Discipline Report (2006 and 2013 

report updates).  Additional information on other alternatives considered for replacement 

of the Magnolia Bridge can be found in the Avoidance Alternatives section starting on 

page 51and in Appendices B and K). 
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Parks, Recreation and Other Section 4(f) Resources 

Smith Cove Playfield 

Acquisition 

The PA would relocate the bridge structure south of its existing location and over a 

portion of the Smith Cove Playfield. This would require 0.59 acres above parks property 

for aerial rights via a permanent easement
10

. Within this area, a small portion of the site 

on the east and west sides of the playfield would be required to accommodate two bridge 

footings (320 square feet each). The footings would be located along the existing fence 

lines and can be seen in Figures 15 and 16
11

 
12

.   

In 2007, the directors of SDOT and Parks established a Joint Development Agreement 

(JDA) that provides for the transfer of existing bridge rights-of-way (0.40 acres) from 

SDOT to Parks in exchange for park land to accommodate the PA.  The exiting bridge, 

bridge structures and land under the bridge would be given to Parks for incorporation into 

the Smith Cove Playfield.  Parks would grant an aerial easement for the bridge span and 

small land easement for bridge footings and columns. 

Figure 17 shows column placement of the existing Magnolia Bridge looking northward 

from the southern edge of the Smith Cove Playfield.  Figure 18 is a rendering of the same 

view looking northward at the PA. 

 

Use of Smith Cove Playfield 

 
 

(sq ft) (acres) 

Area Used by 
Preferred Alternative 

 

25,645 0.59 

Area Occupied by 
Existing Bridge 

13
 

(17,622) (0.40) 

   

 

 

 

                                                      
10

 This southern alignment not only addresses sight distance deficiencies, but minimizes permanent easements on 

private property, eliminates the reconstruction of the existing 30’ high retaining wall, and reduces impacts to the 

Magnolia Greenbelt. Adjusting the alignment slightly further to the north would require removal of the existing 

bridge prior to constructing a new bridge.  This would cause significant traffic impacts.   

11
 The eastern column would be located about 30’ from the centerline of West Marina Place and near the upper 

northeast corner of the playfield.  The western column would be located in a wooded area that is currently not 

utilized as part of the playfield and at the toe of an existing slope abutting against the Admiral’s House property. 
12

 This use of Section 4(f) property is supported by both Parks and the Seattle City Council. (See Appendix C- 

Council Bill14645 and Appendix E – De minimis Findings).  

13
 Note: the current bridge ROW includes 2 bridge footings and 8 columns, the bridge deck and area under the 

bridge. The PA would include 2 bridge footings and 2 columns,  
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Park Access 

Access to the Smith Cove Playfield is currently provided directly from 23rd Avenue 

West and would remain the same after construction of the PA.  The adjacent parking lot 

would also remain the same. 

Park Activities and Attributes 

The Smith Cove Playfield functions as a turf area and accommodates passive and non-

organized park activities. It is located on the southern portion of a larger parcel currently 

divided by the existing Magnolia Bridge.  The northern section of the parcel is currently 

un-useable due to the location of eight bridge columns occupying the site. In moving the 

bridge alignment south the PA would remove this existing physical barrier by reducing 

the number of columns within the property from eight to two within the playfield. This 

would allow connection of the northern and southern portions of the site and increase the 

useable area of park land (See Figures 16, and 17).  Parks has agreed that this would 

enhance the recreational use of the site.  

Construction Impacts 

For a period of approximately ten months, construction activities for the PA would be 

ongoing within the northern one-third of the Smith Cove Playfield. During that time, the 

construction area would not be available for recreational use. Existing bridge demolition 

during the last two months of project construction would require the use of park property 

near the bridge for equipment access and a safety buffer. The proposed temporary 

equipment marshaling or laydown area for the PA would be located east of 23rd Avenue 

West. 

 

Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 

Acquisition 

The PA would move the bridge alignment south into 0.18 acres of the 2.43 acre Ursula 

Judkins Viewpoint property (See Figure 18).  This would require a permanent easement 

of 0.18 acres from Parks at or close to grade at this location and would occupy the entire 

area beneath the bridge.  None of this area would be useable for park and recreation 

purposes.  As a result, a portion of the parking lot would be removed and the FAA 

building would be required to be decommissioned and relocated
14

.  Impacts to the 

parking lot are discussed in the Park Access section below.  Additional discussion on 

impacts to the FAA facility can be found in the EA. 

 

                                                      
14

 In 2006 through 2008, FAA indicated interest to SDOT in decommissioning the property.  Discussions were 

resumed in 2103 but put on hold until the project moves closer to construction.  



 

Section 4(f) Evaluation                      Use of Section 4(f) Resources Page 34 

Magnolia Bridge Replacement 

Use of Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 

 
 

(sq ft) (acres) 

Area Used by PA 7,886 0.18 

   

Parcel Size 105,751 2.43 

 

 

Park Access 

Public access is currently from West Galer Street and would continue as such with the 

PA.  However, the existing driveway would be shifted west to accommodate the new 

bridge approach. The existing parking lot would be maintained but would require the use 

of 0.01 acres out of the 0.11 acre parking lot. This would result in a loss of approximately 

4 of the 18 existing parking spots (See Figure 19). Currently there are no defined parking 

spaces in the Ursula Judkins parking lot. However based upon typical parking space 

requirements of 8’ wide and 14’ long, the lot can reasonably accommodate up to 18 

spaces.  This parking area is rarely used by more than 4 cars
15

.  

  

This use of Section 4(f) property would not impede access to the site or degrade other 

portions of the site that provide views of the city and waterfront.  

Park Activities and Attributes 

The small portion of park property (0.18 acres) that would be required for the PA is in the 

north eastern portion of the property.  Currently, 0.08 acres of this area of the park is 

fenced off and not accessible for recreational purposes.   

Existing views from the portion of the park in this area are currently limited due to 

existing vegetation and presence of the FAA site (See Figures 20 and 21). The PA would 

not impact current or future views from the park. Moving the alignment of the new 

Magnolia Bridge southward to this location would not impede or degrade other portions 

of the site that provide views of the city and waterfront. 

The remaining portions of the Ursula Judkins Viewpoint would continue to provide the 

same views of the city and waterfront.   

Construction Impacts  

For a period of about one year at the beginning of project construction, construction 

activities would be ongoing within a portion of the northern section of the Ursula Judkins 

Viewpoint. During that period, the construction area would not be available for 

recreational use.  In addition, the parking lot would be used for construction staging and 

would be closed for approximately nine months.  Pedestrian and bicycle access to the 

viewpoint will be maintained throughout construction. 

 

                                                      
15

 Personal communication (Paul Elliot, Magnolia resident). Also site visits to the viewpoint at various time of the 

day showed two or fewer cars parked in this lot.  
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Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

Acquisition 

The PA would not acquire any portion of Thorndyke Park or Magnolia Way West. 

Park Access 

Public access to Thorndyke Park is currently along Magnolia Way West from West Galer 

Street in the south and Thorndyke Avenue West in the north. The intersection of 

Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street may be closed for a period of 1-2 months for 

reconstruction of the roadway.  The temporary occupancy of Magnolia Way West would 

not impede access to Thorndyke Park or degrade other portions of the site that provide a 

walking path and views of Mt. Rainier and Puget Sound through the trees (See Appendix 

E for temporary occupancy concurrence from Parks).  

Park Activities and Attributes 

The PA would not impact current park activities or attributes.  

Construction Impacts  

Access to Thorndyke Park (and the surrounding neighborhood) via Magnolia Way West 

would be limited for a 1-2 month period during construction. The north access to the park 

and neighborhood via Magnolia Way West via Thorndyke Avenue West would remain 

open during construction.  
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Figure 15  - Use of Smith Cove Playfield 
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Figure 16  - Column Location within Smith Cove Playfield   
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Figure 17  - Existing View of Magnolia Bridge Looking Northward from Smith 
Cove Playfield  
 
 

 
Figure 18  - Simulated View of Preferred Alternative Looking Northward from 
Smith Cove Playfield  
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Figure 19 - Use of Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 
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Figure 20 – Parking Impacts to Ursula Judkins Viewpoint Parking Lot 
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Figure 21 - Ursula Judkins Viewpoint Parking Area looking east 

        (FAA building behind fence) 

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 22 - Ursula Judkins Viewpoint Parking Area looking west 
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Historic Section 4(f) Properties 

The Admiral’s House  

Acquisition 

The PA would cross over 0.39 acres of The Admiral’s House access drive north of the 

garage structure. This would require a permanent aerial easement for rights-of-way.  

Within this area 320 square feet below ground would be required along the east edge of 

the property for a bridge foundation and footing.  A small area of approximately 320 feet 

along the toe of the slope on the west edge of the property would be required for a bridge 

abutment 
16

.  

Access and Attributes 

The PA would cross the Magnolia bluff, south of its current location, which would 

increase its proximity and visibility to The Admiral’s House (See Figure 24 and 25).  In 

2008, FHWA determined, in consultation with the DAHP
17

, that construction and 

operation of the PA would modify character-defining attributes of this Historic Property. 

These changes and changes in the historic view shed due to the removal of trees and 

shrubs surrounding the existing bridge would have an adverse effect on The Admiral’s 

House.   

Construction Impacts 

Construction would be required on and over portions of the Admiral’s House property for 

up to two years.  Temporary staging in the driveway is expected during demolition of the 

existing bridge and also during portions of the construction of the new bridge.  Access to 

the property will be maintained during construction although temporary closures may be 

required due to construction activities or conditions deemed unsafe such as falling debris. 

Any temporary closures will be short term and the Contractor is expected to work with 

the owners to provide adequate access to the property during these closures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
16

 The footing for the west abutment is located at the upper portion of an existing steep slope, directly east of the 

FAA facility.  The footing for the bridge column on the east straddles the Smith Cove Playfield. 
17

 Consultation was completed for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation act and it’s 

implementing regulations.  See Appendix G for documentation. 
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Figure 23  – Use of the Admiral’s House  
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Figure 24 – Existing View of the Admiral’s House 
 
 

 
 

Figure 25 – Future View of The Admiral’s House 
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De Minimis Impact Findings for Section 4(f) 
Resources  

 

Agency with Jurisdiction 

Parks, the agency with jurisdiction over these Section 4(f) properties has determined that 

the construction and operation of the PA would not affect the activities, features or 

attributes of the Smith Cove Playfield or Ursula Judkins Viewpoint that qualify them as 

Section 4(f) resources has provided a letter to SDOT concurring with a de minimis 

finding (See Appendix F). 

 

Public Outreach 

Between 2002 and 2013, SDOT held numerous public meetings, a NEPA/SEPA Scoping 

meeting and seven public open houses.  Discussions often included concerns over 

potential project impacts to Parks properties.  Comments regarding Parks properties 

revolved around the following themes: 

 The public preferred avoiding impacts to parks, open space, greenbelts, and 

waterfront access.  However, it was acknowledged that the project would need to 

mitigate impacts on parks property from any alternative considered. 

 Concern was raised over the City’s ability to mitigate potential impacts to Smith 

Cove Park and the Magnolia Greenbelt specifically.   

 Noise and parking loss were identified as specific impacts to the Ursula Judkins 

Viewpoint. 

 Alternatives C and D were identified as having the greatest impacts to the 

Magnolia Greenbelt and open space and not favored.   

 A lower level shoreline road would adversely affect the existing and potential 

future park and not favored. 

In 2003 Parks acquired the Smith Cove Properties (Smith Cove Playfield and the Ursula 

Judkins Viewpoint.  Two City Council meetings (which are open public meetings) were 

held and discussion of the future bridge project was considered.  In 2004, Parks held a 

public open house to discuss the interim use of these properties. 

The following is summarizes these outreach activities. Agendas and meeting 

summaries/minutes can be found in Appendix L – Public Outreach.   

Detailed documentation of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project public process can 

be found on the project website at: 

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/magbridgelibrary.htm#public 

NEPA and SEPA Scoping Meeting  

Two NEPA/SEPA public scoping meetings were held on May 22, 2003:  one for the 

public and one for agencies and Tribes. Potential impacts on all areas of the environment 

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/magbridgelibrary.htm#public
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including impacts to Parks properties were discussed and comments solicited at the 

meeting.  The public was invited to comment during a thirty (30) day comment period.   

Public Open Houses 

Seven project open houses were held by SDOT between 2002 and 2007.  Impacts to 

Parks properties were discussed and public comment at these meetings:   

 Open House #1 - 11/09/2002  

 Open House #2 - 12/05/2002 

 Open House #3 - 11/20/2003 

 Open House #4 - 10/26/2004 

 Open House #5 - 11/29/2005 

 Open House #6 - 9/13/2006 

 Open House #7 - 11/29/2007 

On February 10, 2004 Parks held a public open house to solicit feedback on the proposed 

interim use of Smith Cove Properties – the proposed use of the lower site (now known as 

Smith Cove Playfield) was as a passive recreation facility or playfield and the upper site 

(now known as Ursula Judkins Viewpoint) was as a viewpoint.  The meeting included 

discussions of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project and its potential impacts on 

these future parks uses.   Comments received included: 

 A request to provide pedestrian links between the playfield and viewpoint as part of 

the bridge replacement project.   

 A question inquiring about the amount of land that would be left under the bridge for 

public use after construction of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project. 

Seattle City Council Meetings 

SDOT briefed the Seattle City Council regularly on the Magnolia Bridge through 2006 in 

open public meetings.  In addition, the City Council passed legislation regarding the 

purchase of the Smith Cove Playfield and Ursula Judkins Viewpoint.  Discussions were 

included on potential impacts to Parks property. Two meetings were held regarding the 

parks acquisition.  The bill was introduced on July 28, 2003 and passed on August 11, 

2003.   
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Figure 26  – Parks Properties near the Magnolia Bridge 
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Agency Coordination 
 

Scoping 

Federal and state resource agencies, tribes and local agencies participated in the 

project scoping process due to their special expertise or legal jurisdiction. The 

following agencies were invited to participate: 
 

Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

NOAA Fisheries 

Federal Transit Administration 

Federal Highway Administration (Lead Agency) 

U.S. Navy  

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

 
Tribes 

Muckleshoot Tribe  

Suquamish Tribe  

Duwamish Tribe  

Puyallup Indian  
The Yakama Tribe 

United Indians of All Tribes Foundation 

 
Washington State Agencies 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) 

Department of Natural Resources 

Attorney General Department of 

Ecology 

Fish & Wildlife 

Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation 

Parks and Recreation Commission 

State Patrol 

Puget Sound Water Quality Team Military Department 

 

Regional Agencies 
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission 

King County Transportation Planning 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

Puget Sound Regional Council 

Port of Seattle 

King County Metro  

Sound Transit 

 

City of Seattle Departments 
Fire Department 

Police Department 
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Department of Design, Construction and Land Use 

Department of Neighborhoods 

Planning Commission 

Department of Parks & Recreation 

Seattle City Light 

Seattle Public Utilities 

 

State and Local Government 
The Washington State Legislature 

Mayor, City of Seattle 

Seattle City Council 

 

Section 106 

The following agencies participated in the Section 106 process: 

DAHP 

U.S. Navy 

WSDOT/FHWA 

City of Seattle Historic Preservation Office 

 

Endangered Species Act Consultation 

The following agencies participated in Endangered Species Act consultation for the 

Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project.  

WSDOT/FHWA 

NOAA Fisheries 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

USACE 

 

Emergency Detours/Reroutes 

The following agencies participated in the development of emergency detours and 

rerouting for the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project. 

Port of Seattle 

Seattle Fire Department  

Seattle Police Department 

Seattle Emergency Management 

King County Metro 

U.S. Homeland Security 
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Alternative Selection Process 

25 initial alignments were developed 

and reviewed.*9 of these would avoid 

Section 4(f) resources. 

 

9 avoidance alignments were screened 

down to 5 that would avoid Section 

4(f) resources. 

 

The 5 avoidance alignments were 

developed into 5 alternatives. They 

were removed through another tier of 

screening.   

 

A Rehabilitation Alternative was 

added. It and the No Build Alternative 

would avoid Section 4(f) resources. 

 

Alternative A had the least overall 

impact on the environment and the 

community and in 2006 was selected 

as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

Avoidance Alternatives 

Avoidance alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project have been 

considered throughout the life of the project.  Of 

the initial 25 project alignments, nine would 

avoid Section 4(f) resources. However, after 

initial screening four of these were rejected 

because they would have significant residential 

and business displacements that could not be 

mitigated and significant changes in traffic flow 

that would create substantial community 

disruptions.  Because of these impacts the 

avoidance alignments did not meet the project 

Purpose and Need
18

.  

 

The five surviving avoidance alignments were 

developed into five avoidance alternatives that 

were removed from consideration during a 

second screening due to design constraints - they 

relied on the development of future roads 

through Port of Seattle property to provide access 

to the waterfront and marina and therefore did 

not meet the project Purpose and Need, and 

inadequate bridge crossing over the railroad 

tracks.  

 

In response to public comment, SDOT evaluated 

the feasibility of rehabilitating the existing bridge 

and developed an alternative that would maintain 

the alignment of the existing bridge and 

approaches.  The Rehabilitation Alternative and 

the No-Build Alternative were the two avoidance 

alternatives moved forward in the EA. 

 

After additional technical and environmental analyses, both the No-Build and 

Rehabilitation alternatives were rejected from consideration. The No-Build Alternative 

was rejected because it would not maintain long-term access to the Magnolia 

Community, Port properties, parks and maritime businesses and therefore did not meet 

the project’s Purpose and Need.  The Rehabilitation Alternative was rejected because 

construction impacts of were greater than other build alternatives resulting in significant 

traffic detours and obstructions to port operations that could not be mitigated  and 

                                                      
18

 A summary of these avoidance alternatives and the reasons they were deemed not prudent and feasible is included in Appendix 

K.   
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construction costs were determined to be nearly the same as building a new facility, 

without providing the same lifetime benefits.     

For a more detailed discussion of the project alternatives screening process and 

avoidance alternatives please see Appendices B (Magnolia Bridge Replacement Draft 

Alignment Study Report) and Appendix K (Summary of Avoidance Alternatives).  
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Use of Section 4(f) Resources by Build Alternatives  

Under the No-Build Alternative there would be no changes or seismic retrofits to the 

existing bridge and its approaches.  It would be maintained in the same manner as it is 

today.  There would be no use of Section 4(f) properties with the No-Build Alternative.   

An evaluation of the use of Section 4(f) properties by Magnolia Bridge Replacement 

Project build-alternatives in 2004 that survived screening showed that all build 

alternatives accept for the Rehabilitation Alternative would use Section 4(f) properties.  

Table 2 summarizes the use of Section 4(f) resources by each build alternative considered 

for the project.  For additional information see the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Type 

Size and Location Study (Appendix B) and Magnolia Bridge Replacement Public Land, 

Section 4(f) DRAFT Discipline Report (2004).   
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Table 2   Comparison of Uses and Temporary Occupancy of Section 4(f) Resources by 
Project Alternative Alternatives 

Smith Cove Playfield Ursula Judkins Viewpoint Thorndyke Park 
and Magnolia 
Way West 

The 
Admiral's House 
(Building #3)19 

Snider 
Petroleum 
Warehouse/Port 
of Seattle 
Warehouse 
(Bldg. #9) 

Preferred Alternative   
 

    

Results in the use of 0.59 acre 
of 4(f) property for the new 
bridge structure and use of the 
northern third of the site for 
approximately 10 months during 
construction20. After 
construction, property would be 
enhanced.  The current site is 
bisected by 8 bridge support 
columns. The PA would reduce 
the number of columns to 2 – 
located on the most eastern and 
western portions of the playfield. 
This would allow the currently 
bisected site to be connected.  
Proposed as a de minimis use 
(See Appendix E).  

Results in the permanent use 
of 0.18 acre of 4(f) property, 
which includes the loss of 4 
parking spots.  A small portion 
of the park will be used 
temporarily during 
construction.  Proposed as a 
de minimis use (See Appendix 
E).   

Temporary 
Occupancy due to 
closure of Magnolia 
Way West for 1-2 
months, one of two 
access routes to 
Thorndyke Park 
while reconfiguring 
the Magnolia Way 
West/West Galer 
Street intersection 
(See Appendix E). 

Result in the use of 0.39 acre 
of 4(f) property. Construction 
would use of a small portion of 
the driveway for up to 2 years.  
 
MOA completed between the 
NAVY (former owner of the 
property) and FHWA.  Now 
under private ownership – 
terms and conditions of MOA 
included in property deed (See 
Appendices F and H).  

No use or 
temporary 
occupancy. 

Alternative C   
 

    

Results in the use of 0.003 acre 
of 4(f) property to relocate 
bridge structure and use of the 
northern third of the site for 
approximately 10 months during 
construction. Proposed as a de 
minimis use. 

Result in the use of 0.24 acre 
of 4(f) property. .  A small 
portion of the park will be used 
temporarily during 
construction.  Proposed as a 
de minimis use.  

Same as for the PA. Results in the use of 0.62 acre 
of 4(f) property. Construction 
would use of a small portion of 
the driveway for up to 2 years. 
(Appendix F describes 
proposed mitigation 
measures).  

Structure would be 
demolished and 
removed. 

Alternative D   
 

    

Results in the use of 0.01 acre 
of 4(f) property and use of the 
northern third of the site for 
approximately 10 months during 
construction.  Proposed as a de 
minimis use.  

Results in use of 0.24 acre of 
4(f) property.   A small portion 
of the park will be used 
temporarily during 
construction. Proposed as a 
de minimis use.  

Same as for the PA. This alternative would result in 
the use of 0.64 acre. 
Construction use of a small 
portion of the driveway for up 
to 2 years.  
(Appendix F describes 
proposed mitigation 
measures). 

Structure would be 
demolished and 
removed. 

Rehabilitation Alternative   
 

    

Construction would require the 
use of the northern third of the 
site for approximately 10 
months during construction. 

No use or temporary 
occupancy. 

Same as for the PA. No use or temporary 
occupancy.  

No use or 
temporary 
occupancy.  
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 See Appendix J for plans showing use of Section 4(f) Resources for each build alternative. 

20
 Total construction time is approximately 36 months. 
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Analysis of Least Overall Harm 

The intent of the statute and the policy of FHWA is to avoid, and where avoidance is not feasible 

and prudent, minimize the use of significant public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl 

refuges and historic sites by our projects. Unless the use of a Section 4(f) property is determined 

to have a de minimis impact, FHWA must determine that no feasible and prudent avoidance 

alternative exists before approving the use of such land (See 23 CFR 774.3)
21

.  

FHWA may approve the alternative that causes the least overall harm in light of the purposes of 

Section 4(f) from among the alternatives determined ‘not feasible and prudent’ that use Section 

4(f) property,  The regulations require that determining which alternative causes the least overall 

harm be based upon an assessment and balancing of seven factors: 

1. The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any measures 

that result in benefits to the property) 

2. The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, 

attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 

3. The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property 

4. The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property 

5. The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project 

6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected 

by Section 4(f) 

7. Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives 

During the project development process a large range of alternatives including those that avoid 

using Section 4(f) property were considered.  As discussed in the Avoidance Alternatives Chapter 

there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative for the Magnolia Bridge Replacement 

Project. Impacts from all avoidance alternatives would result in significant traffic impacts that 

could not be mitigated, significant business or residential impacts, a dependency upon future 

streets through Port property that did not exist and was not being planned, or a failure to meet the 

project purpose and need.  

Because there are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge 

Replacement Project and impacts of the PA are de minimis for the Smith Cove Playfield and 

Ursula Judkins Viewpoint, no overall harm analysis is required for these Section 4(f) resources.  

Similarly, no overall harm analysis is required for Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

because there is a 1-2 month temporary occupancy
22

 of the property but no use.  

A least harm analysis is however, required for the Admiral’s House because the PA would result 

in a use of this Section 4(f) resource and can be found in the following sections.  

 

Factor 1 – The Ability of the Alternative to Mitigate Adverse Impacts to 
Admiral’s House 

                                                      
21

 Feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives are those that avoid using any Section 4(f) property and do not cause other severe 

problems of a magnitude that substantially outweigh the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property (23 CFR 774.17). 

22
 See Appendix E–  De Minimis Findings and Temporary Occupancy of Parks Property.  
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This factor requires an analysis of how the effect of each alternative on the Admiral’s House can 

be mitigated. Table 3 summarizes the impacts that would occur and mitigation measures that have 

been proposed as a result of consultation with the appropriate resource managers including the 

City of Seattle Historic Preservation Office, the U.S. Department of Navy, SDOT, WSDOT, 

FHWA and DAHP.  

 

Table 3   Use of the Admiral’s House 
 

 Permanent 
Incorporation 
of Admiral’s 
House 
Property23 

Temporary Occupancy Proposed Mitigation  

Preferred 
Alternative 

0.39 acres 
 

Temporary Occupancy 
for less than 1 year. 

See “The Admiral’s House Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA)” (Appendix F) and 
Admiral’s House Landmark Ordinance 
(Appendix G) 

Alternative C 0.62 acres 
 

Temporary Occupancy 
for less than 1 year. 

See “The Admiral’s House Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA)” (Appendix F) and 
Admiral’s House Landmark Ordinance 
(Appendix G) 

Alternative D 0.64 acres Temporary Occupancy 
for less than1 year. 

See “The Admiral’s House Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA)” (Appendix F) and 
Admiral’s House Landmark Ordinance 
(Appendix G) 

 

Factor 2 - The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to 
the protected activities, attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) 
property for protection  

The purpose of this factor is to assess the remaining effects on Section 4(f) resources after efforts 

to avoid, minimize, and mitigate project effects as described under Factor 1 are implemented.  All 

three alternatives considered in this EA would require a permanent incorporation of property 

from the Admiral’s House property.  The PA would use 0.39 acres of this Section 4(f) resource 

compared to 0.62 and 0.64 acres used by the other two alternatives (See Table 3). 

 

Factor 3 - The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property 

This question doesn’t apply since only one 4(f) property has a non-de minimis use or temporary 

occupancy.  

 

Factor 4 - The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) 
property   

The official with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource is DAHP.  DAHP along with the U.S. 

Department of Navy (previous owner of the Admiral’s House) and the City of Seattle Historic 

Preservation Office signed an MOA in 2011 that describes impacts to and mitigation measures for 

the Admiral’s House (See Appendix A – DAHP Correspondence 11/24/14 and Appendix F 

Admiral’s House MOA).   
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 See Appendix J- Use of Section 4(f) Resources by Build Alternatives. 
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Factor 5 - The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and 
need for the project   

The overarching purpose and need of the Magnolia Replacement Project is to replace the existing 

Magnolia Bridge with a new structure that could withstand a design year earthquake, maintain or 

improve connections between the Magnolia community and the rest of Seattle and maintain or 

improve access to maritime businesses, the Port of Seattle Terminal 91, Smith Cove Playfield, 

and the Elliott Bay Marina businesses.  The PA better meets the project’s purpose and need 

because it would provide the most direct east west connections of the build alternatives being 

considered and would minimize traffic impacts by allowing traffic to be maintained on the 

existing bridge during construction and would have the fewest impacts to maritime businesses.   

 

Factor 6 - After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse 
impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f)  

This factor emphasizes unavoidable environmental impacts to resources not protected by Section 

4(f) after implementing mitigation measures. Each alternative would use of a small aerial portion 

over the Admiral’s House property.  The PA would require the smallest acquisition for aerial 

rights of all the alternatives considered (See Table 3).   

 

Factor 7 - Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives.  

Cost estimates prepared for each alternative re shown in Table 4. The Rehabilitation Alternative 

as developed is the least cost alternative.  However, the cost estimate for the Rehabilitation 
Alternative does not include future maintenance and replacement costs.  This total 
would be higher for the Rehabilitation Alternative than that the other build 
alternatives because it would not be a new facility and would require more frequent 
upkeep.  The combined annual costs over a 10 year period (the predicted life of this facility) 

would approach the cost of replacing the existing bridge. The life of the other build alternatives 

was estimated at 70 years
24

. 

 
 
 

Table 4   Cost Estimates for Each Alternative 
 

 Rights-of-Way (ROW) 
Acquisition Costs 
($Millions) 

Design/Construction 
($Millions) 

Total Initial Cost 
Estimate (w/ROW) 
($Millions) 

Preferred 
Alternative 

$32 $164 $196 

Alternative C $63 
 

$151 $214 

Alternative D $56 
 

$157 $213 

Rehabilitation 
Alternative 

$1 $177 $178 

                                                      
24

 Source: 2006 TS&L Study.   
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Measures to Minimize Harm 

The following chapter describes measure to minimize harm to each Section 4(f) resource in the 

vicinity of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project.  

Smith Cove Playfield 

To mitigate operational impacts to the Smith Cove Playfield, SDOT would 

compensate Parks for lost parkland from the PA to by transferring the existing 

SDOT rights-of-way to Parks after demolition of the bridge as agreed upon in the 

JDA.  An agreement similar to the JDA could be developed for Alternatives C and D 

that would allow SDOT to compensate Parks for the use of the playfield with a 

transfer of the existing bridge rights-of-way to Parks after bridge demolition. 

 

In addition, the number of columns within the existing playfield would be reduced 

from eight to one. This would allow Parks to expand and enhance the existing 

playfield.  

For all build alternatives, SDOT and Parks would jointly develop a construction 

management plan. The plan would identify mitigation measures to be implemented 

during the construction phases to ensure public safety and continued circulation on 

the bicycle pathway around the Port of Seattle Terminal 91 property. Signs and 

detour routes would be posted on the bicycle pathway to direct cyclists and 

pedestrians during construction.  

Contract plans would identify the temporary access locations, provisions to keep 

construction site dirt off of area roadways, and requirements for site restoration. 

Public vehicle access would be maintained on 23rd Avenue West except for brief 

closures for overhead work or work in the roadway. At those times, detours would 

be made to maintain necessary access to Smith Cove Playfield, Smith Cove 

Waterfront Site and the Smith Cove Marina.  

 

Construction impacts would be temporary and would not have substantial long-term 

access, aesthetics, air quality, noise, or water quality/quantity related effects on 

Section 4(f) recreation property. These effects are not anticipated to detract from and 

interfere with the long-term use and enjoyment of the Smith Cove Playfield. 

Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 

All Build Alternatives would minimize parking losses by providing designated, 

striped parking in the Ursula Judkins Viewpoint parking lot.    

Construction mitigation measures for all Build alternatives are the same as those for 

the Smith Cove Playfield.  Construction impacts would be temporary and would not 

have substantial long-term access, aesthetics, air quality, noise, or water 

quality/quantity related effects on Section 4(f) recreation property. These effects are 

not anticipated to detract from or interfere with the long-term use and enjoyment of 

the Smith Cove Playfield. 

 

Thorndyke Park and Magnolia Way West 

                                    A construction management plan would be prepared for the project. The plan  

                                  would identify mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction  
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                                  phases to ensure public safety and minimize impacts to park access. 

The Admiral’s House 

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been signed by FHWA, the U.S. Navy, 

the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), WSDOT, the City of 

Seattle, and Pacific Northwest Communities for mitigation of adverse effects of 

construction of the new Magnolia Bridge over the Admiral’s House property 

(Appendix F). The Admiral’s House property was sold to a private owner in 2013 

after the property was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

The property has historic preservation and easement covenants which prohibit 

changes to the historically significant features (“Features of Significance”) without 

approval of the City of Seattle’s Landmark Preservation Board or the City’s Historic 

Preservation Officer (Appendices G and H). 

Snider Petroleum Warehouse 

The PA would not impact this Section 4(f) resource. 

Potential mitigation measures for direct impacts on the historic structure to be 

demolished under Alternatives C and D to the Snider Petroleum Warehouse would 

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Relocate or alter historic building as an alternative to demolition if possible. 

 Document the historic properties to be demolished to Historic American 

Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record standards. 

Magnolia Bridge 

Although DAHP determined that the Magnolia Bridge was ineligible for listing in 

the NRHP, it has requested that the structure be photo-documented prior to removal 

or alteration. HABS/HAER guidelines for large-format, archival-quality 

photography would be used and the photographs and negatives would be sent to 

DAHP. In addition, a new historic inventory form would be prepared at that time to 

update the study conducted in 1994 and to document the existing structure, including 

the 2001 modifications. These measures would be carried out for all Build 

alternatives (See Appendix B).  

 

Archaeological Resources 

An MOA among the City of Seattle, WSDOT, SHPO and any affected tribes would 

be prepared, identifying mitigation measures that would be carried out if 

archaeological resources are discovered during construction of any of the Build 

alternatives. The MOA would include monitoring protocols, an unanticipated 

discovery and treatment plan, security measures, and a curation plan. The 

monitoring plan would identify areas that would be monitored by an archaeologist 

during construction. In addition, a treatment plan would be in place to address 

unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources during construction.  

Because the presence and extent of archaeological resources below the ground 

surface remains unknown, a Construction Monitoring Plan and an Inadvertent 

Discovery Plan incorporating provisions of the MOA would be developed and 

implemented that would address discovery and evaluation of archaeological 

resources during pre-construction geotechnical investigations or construction 
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monitoring. If construction impacts to archaeological resources are identified and 

unavoidable, the mitigation measures stipulated in the plans would be followed. 

Additionally, if construction activities encounter archaeological resources, work 

would be halted in the immediate area as required by RCW 27. These mitigation 

measures apply to all Build alternatives.  
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 Coordination 

SDOT, WSDOT and FHWA have coordinated closely with DAHP, the U.S. Navy, and 

the City’s Office of Historic Preservation identifying potential impacts to The Admiral’s 

House and proposed mitigation measures throughout the Section 106 process.  See 

Appendices A, F, G and H for copies of select correspondence with DAHP and agencies 

of jurisdiction over Section 4(f) resources. 

In addition, SDOT has worked closely with Parks, the agency with jurisdiction over 

evaluation of potential impact to the Smith Cove Playfield, Ursula Judkins Viewpoint and 

Throndyke Park/Magnolia Way West and development of proposed mitigation measures 

for these impacts.  For additional information on coordination efforts for Park properties 

see De Minimis Impact Findings chapter and Appendices C and D. 
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Appendix A  

 DAHP Consultation and Concurrence 

 

1. June 20, 2001 Magnolia Bridge NRHP Eligibility – From Gregory 

Griffith, OAHP (now DAHP) 

2. September  23, 2003   Magnolia Bridge NRHP Eligibility – Affirmation – 

From Gregory Griffith (OAHP)  

3. March 25, 2008  NRHP Eligibility of Properties in the project area. 

Letter from Trent deBoer, WSDOT 

4. January 6, 2004 APE Determination Request – From Shapiro for 

SDOT 

5. January 21, 2004 APE Concurrence – from OAHP 

6. March 31, 2008 Submission of Historical, Cultural and 

Archaeological Resources Report to OAHP from 

Trent deBoer, WSDOT 

7. May 2, 2008 Response to May 2, 2008 Letter from DAHP, Navy 

Property 

8. June 16, 2008 Adverse effect determination:  The Admiral’s House  

9. August 6, 2014 Updated consultation NRHP Eligibility of Properties 

in the project area.  Letter from Trent deBoer, 

WSDOT 

10. November 24, 2014 DAHP Concurrence:  Two historic properties in 

project area eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Section 106 complete. 
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Appendix B  

 Magnolia Bridge Type, Size and Location Study 

 

 

 

 

CD attached.
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Appendix C  

 Seattle City Council Bill 114645 
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Section 4(f) Temporary Occupancy Approval (per 23 CFR 774.13(d)) 
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Date: 

 
2/13/15 

Lead 
Agency: 

 

Seattle Department of Transportation 

Project: 

 
Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project 

Project 
Description: 

 

The Seattle Department of Transportation is proposing to replace 

the existing Magnolia Bridge with a new bridge south of the 

existing alignment.  The new bridge would have the same street 

connections to 15th Avenue West, 23
rd

 Avenue West, and West 

Galer Street on Magnolia Bluff.  The east side of the bridge 

connecting to 15th Avenue West would be in the same location as 

the existing bridge. 

 

Section 4(f) 
Resource: 

 

Intersection of Magnolia Way West and West Galer Street – The 

Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street intersection is the 

entrance to Magnolia Way West which provides northern and 

southern access to Thorndyke Park.  There are no protected 

Section 4(f) activities associated with the intersection.  There are 

however protected Section 4(f) activities associated with 

Thorndyke Park which includes a walking path and views of Mt. 

Rainier and Puget Sound through the trees.  The park is located 

approximately 0.16 miles northwest of the intersection (See 

Figure 1)
25

.  

Type of 4(f) X Public Park or Recreational Area  

                                                      
25

 Note:  Magnolia Way West, a Parks Boulevard, was previously owned by the Seattle Department of 

Transportation (SDOT) as street rights-of-way and was vacated to Parks. 
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Resource: 

 
National-Register Eligible Historic Site 

 

 
Publicly-owned Wildlife or Waterfowl 

Sanctuary 

 

Impact on 
the 4(f) 
Resource: 

 

The Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project may close the 
Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street intersection for a period 
of 1-2 months for reconstruction of the roadway to match the 
alignment of the surface street resulting from the construction 
of the Preliminary Alternative. While the temporary occupancy 
of the intersection would block access to the park from the 
south, access would be maintained from the north via the 
Magnolia Way West/Thorndyke Ave inetersection.  The 
temporary occupancy would not touch Thorndyke Park or 
degrade portions of the park that provide a walking path and 
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views of Mt. Rainier and Puget Sound through the trees.     

Official with 
Jurisdiction: 

 

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation  (Parks) 

 

Description of how the conditions for Temporary Occupancy are met 

1. Duration must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for construction of 
the project, and there should be no change in ownership of the land; 

 

 There will be no change in ownership of the Magnolia Way West/West Galer Street 

intersection.  The intersection would be closed for a 1-2 month period.  Construction of 

the Preliminary Alternative would take up to three years.    

2. Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the 
changes to the Section 4(f) property are minimal; 

 

 Realigning the intersection would include modifications to existing curb ramps to meet 

the new surface street alginment and ADA standards.   

3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 
interference with the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property, on 
either a temporary or permanent basis; 

 There are no Section 4(f) protected activities, features or attributes associated with the 

Magnolia Way West/W Galer Street intersection.   

4. The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the property must be returned to 
a condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; 
and 

 

 The Magnolia Way West/West Garfield intersection will be restored per City of Seattle 

Street and Sidewalk pavement Opening and Restoration Rules.  In addition, the existing 

curbs will be updated to meet current ADA standards. 

5. There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions. 

 

 See attached e-mail from Parks. 

 

Request for Approval  

Based upon this analysis we request FHWA concurrence that this project’s temporary occupancy of 
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the Section 4(f) resource described above satisfies the conditions set forth in 23 CFR 774.13 (d) and is 

so minimal as to not constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f). 

 

 

 

Name, Environmental Engineer 

 WSDOT Local Programs 

 Date 

 

 

 

FHWA Approval   

 

 

 

 

Name, Title (typically the Area Engineer will sign) 

FHWA Washington Division 

 Date 
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Figure 1 – Thorndyke Park and Intersection of Magnolia Way W/W Galer Street 
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Gurkewitz, Sandra 
 

From:  Harris, Donald 

Sent: Monday, February 16, 2015 10:41 
AM 

To:  Loo, Kit 

Cc: Gurkewitz, Sandra 

Subject:  RE: Magnolia Bridge Replacement: 
Magnolia Way West and 
Thorndyke Park 

 

 

Kit, 

In addition to my earlier response/comment regarding the absence 

or lack of adverse impacts of relatedthe referenced project on 

Smith Cove Park & playfield, I have reviewed this additional 

information regarding the potential of impacts to Magnolia West 

and Thorndyke Park and I agree with your assessment that there 

does not appear to be any adverse impacts to either of the park 

properties. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your determination. 
 

 
 

Donald  M. Harris 

Manager, Property and Acquisition Services 

Seattle Parks and Recreation 

800  Maynard Avenue  South 

Seattle, Wa. 98134 

206-684-8018 
 

 
 

Explore More 

 
Parkways Blog |  Parks Facebook   |  @SeattleParks    |  Parks 

Flickr 
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From: Loo, Kit 

Sent: Friday, January 09, 2015 4:17 PM 

To: Harris, Donald 

Cc: Gurkewitz, Sandra 

Subject: Magnolia Bridge Replacement: Magnolia Way West and Thorndyke Park 

 
Donald, 

 

We are close to completing our environmental submittals for the Magnolia Bridge Replacement 

Project and have identified a potential impact to parks property that we had previously assumed was 

street right-of-way. On the parcel maps, it has been identified that Magnolia Way West is actually 

Parks property and is identified as a “Boulevard”.  In order to maintain operation of the existing bridge 

as long as possible, the new bridge was purposely aligned at the far west end just south of the existing 

bridge. In order make this new bridge alignment function correctly, there a portion of the West Galer 

Street up to the intersection of Magnolia Way West will need to be realigned and reconstructed.  The 

roadway work could require a temporary closure of the intersection for approximately  1-2 months.  

The proposed work will consist of street restoration, curb improvements, and landscape restoration in 

order realign the roadway. 

 
Per discussion with our Environmental Lead, we believe this temporary occupancy will not impact 

access to residents that live along Magnolia Way West and access to Thorndyke  Park;  access along 

Magnolia  Way and to Thorndyke Park will be via the north end of Magnolia Way West, which will 

remain open throughout construction.  The roadway realign work will not have any permanent 

adverse impacts on the intersection.  As part of our checklist regarding parks within the project area, 

Thorndyke Park is identified within the project area, however, is not in proximity of the work site and 

will not have any permanent and/or adverse physical impacts to Thorndyke Park or will be touched by 

the construction work.  The construction activity and work site is far enough away from Thorndyke 

Park that the existing walking path and views of Mt. Rainier and Puget Sound through the trees, 

would not be degraded. 

 
We wanted to double to check with you that we did not miss anything and that 

you concur with this assessment.  Thanks. 

 
Kit 

 

 

Kit Loo, PE 
Project Manager 

City of Seattle Department of Transportation 

O: 206.684.3669 | F: 206.615.1237  | kit.loo@seattle.gov 

  

mailto:kit.loo@seattle.gov
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Appendix F  

 The Admiral’s House Memorandum of Agreement 
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Appendix G 

 Admiral’s House Landmark Ordinance 

The City of Seattle Ordinance No. 124135 adds the Admiral’s House and a portion 

of the property on which it is located to the Table of Historical Landmarks of the 

Seattle Municipal Code (SMC 23.32). The ordinance imposes controls on the 

specific features and characteristics designated for preservation. 
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Appendix H  

Admiral’s House Historic Preservation Easement 

The Historic Seattle Preservation and Development Authority is the Grantee of 

historic preservation easement and covenants for the Admiral’s House Landmark 

Site. This easement and these covenants apply to the Landmark Site in perpetuity. 
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Appendix I  

 Summary of Section 4(f) Resources in Project Area 
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Summary of Section 4(f) Resources in the Project Area 
  

 
Name 

 
Facility 
Type 

 
 
Location 

 
 
Ownership 

 
 
Primary Function of Property/Activities, 
Features and Attributes 

1 Smith Cove Park 
Waterfront Site  

Park The Smith Cove Park 
waterfront site is located 
south of the Magnolia 
Bridge. 

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation 

1.1 acre park Waterfront access, benches, picnic 
tables, and views of Elliot Bay.  

2 Smith Cove Playfield 
 

Playfield The Smith Cove Playfield 
is located at the 
southeast foot of 
Magnolia Bluff between 
the Magnolia Bridge and 
the Elliott Bay Marina. 

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation  

4.93 acre park along 23rd Avenue West at the 
southeast foot of Magnolia Bluff between the 
Magnolia Bridge and the Elliott Bay Marina.  The 
site is bisected by the existing Magnolia Bridge    

3 Ursula Judkins 
Viewpoint 
 

Public 
Viewpoint-
Park 
 

The Viewpoint is located 
on the south side of West 
Galer Street on the 
Magnolia Bluff 
immediately west of the 
existing Magnolia Bridge. 

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation  

2.43 acre neighborhood park with partial views of 

Elliott Bay and downtown Seattle and Queen 

Anne Hill.  

4 Smith Cove Open 
Water Park 

Aquatic 
Habitat 

Open Water Park is 
located south of the 
Smith Cove Playfield and 
West Marina Place. 

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation 

14.04-acre tideland area approximately 440 feet 
wide and extending approximately 1,500 feet into 
Elliott Bay.   

5 Centennial Park Linear Park Centennial Park is 
located along the east 
side of the Smith Cove 
Waterway and along 
Elliott Bay in the vicinity 
of Terminal 86 Grain 
Facility.   

Port of 
Seattle 

11 acre linear park including benches, trees and 

parking. A bicycle/pedestrian facility, (owned by 

SDOT – as City rights of way) the Elliott Bay 

Trail, runs through the park and allows 

connections from the West Galer Flyover and the 

trail.    

6 Thorndyke Park and 
Magnolia Way West 

Neighborhood 
Park 

Thorndyke Park is 
located xxx miles NW of 
the Magnolia Bridge.  It is 
accessed by Magnolia 
Way West, a Parks 
owned street (boulevard).  

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation 

1.4 acre neighborhood park that includes a 
walking path.  The park has peek-a-boo views 
Mt. Rainier and the Puget Sound through the 
trees.  

7 Magnolia Greenbelt Greenbelt The Magnolia Greenbelt 
lies north of the Magnolia 
Bridge along the eastern 
bluff between West Howe 
Street and Dartmouth 
Avenue West. It consists 
of 10 Parks owned parcels 
(3547900435, 3547900735, 
3547900720,3547900705, 
35447900695, 3547900680, 
3547900650, 2325039077, 
2325039024, 2325039027).   

City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation/ 
Private 
ownership 

2.75 acres of undeveloped land owned by Parks.  
There are no public amenities or public access to 
the greenbelt.  It serves as a public open space. 

8 Magnolia Park Park The Magnolia Park City of 
Seattle 
Parks and 
Recreation/  

12.1 acres along the western bluff of Magnolia 
located at1461 magnolia Blvd West, provides a 
magnificent view of Puget Sound, includes picnic 
facilities, restrooms, paths, a play area and many 
beautiful trees.  Access to the park is from 
Magnolia Blvd.  A parking lot lies adjacent to the 
eastern boundary of the park 

9 Southwest Queen 
Anne Greenbelt 

Greenbelt The SW Queen Anne 
Greenbelt is located on 

City of 
Seattle 

35 acre urban natural area mostly in private 
ownership. 12.5 acres is owned by Parks.  This 
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Name 

 
Facility 
Type 

 
 
Location 

 
 
Ownership 

 
 
Primary Function of Property/Activities, 
Features and Attributes 

Queen Anne Hill east of 
the Magnolia Bridge 
ramp from northbound 
Elliott Avenue West. It 
includes 24 parcels 
owned by Parks 
(6169900266, 6169900327, 
6169900320, 6169900285, 
6169900470, 6169900400, 
616990345, 6169901335, 
6169901445, 7705100080, 
7705100080, 7705100066, 
7705100067, 7705100055, 
7705100016, 7705100021, 
7705100036, 7705100037).   

Parks and 
Recreation/S
DOT and 
Private 
ownership 

area is separated from the Magnolia Bridge by 
street rights-of-way and private property.  

10 The Admiral’s House Historic 
Building and 
property 
surrounding 
the building 

2001 W Garfield Street Private A two-story building, built in 1944, is 8,500 
square feet in size and home of the Navy 
commanding admiral and his family while 
stationed at Sandpoint U.S. Naval Air Station in 
Seattle from 1945 to 2006.  The Admiral’s House 
is listed in the NRHP and is significant for its 
association with the U.S. Navy and its role in 
Seattle from World War II until the 1990s and its 
embodiment of the Colonial revival architecture. 
The property is 3.89 acres. 

11 Snider Petroleum 
Warehouse, Port of 
Seattle Warehouse 

Historic 
Building 

2001 W Garfield Street 
 
The Snider Petroleum 
Warehouse is  located on 
Port property adjacent to 
and west of the 
Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) railroad tracks 
and north of the Terminal 
91 Tank Farm (the 
former Texas Oil refinery) 

Port of 
Seattle 

The Snider Petroleum Warehouse built in 1925 
for the Texas Company Refinery, is 
approximately 15,300 square feet in size and is 
accessed via the Terminal 91 Main Gate or East 
Gate. 

The Snider Petroleum building at the Port of 
Seattle is an intact example of a 1920s 
petroleum products warehouse and is part of the 
original Texas Company’s refinery. The 
warehouse was used to store oil drums, 
repackage, and distribute lubricants and fuels 
providing support to the U.S. Navy during World 
War II.  It was part of the Terminal 91 Tank Farm 
and appears to meet criterion “C” for listing in the 
NRHP.  
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Appendix J  

 Use of Section 4(f) Properties by Build Alternatives  
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USE OF SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES 

Right-of-Way Needs for Magnolia Bridge Build Alternatives 

Smith Cove Playfield  

 ROW # Square 

Feet 

Acres 

Alternative A  
(Figure J-1) 

7 
8 

7170 
18,366 
25,536 

0.16 
0.42 
0.59 

Alternative C*26 
 

NA 131 0.003 

Alternative D  
(Figure J-3) 

17 456 
 

.01 

 

Ursula Judkins Viewpoint 

 ROW # Square 

Feet 

Acres 

Alternative A  
(Figure J-1) 

10 
11 

10,668 
1,993 
12,661 

0.24 
0.05 
0.2927 

Alternative C 
(Figure J-2) 

19 
20 

2825 
7485 
10,310 

0.06 
0.17 
0.24 

Alternative D  
(Figure J-3) 

19 
20 

2,825 
7,598 
10,423 

0.06 
0.17 
0.24 

 

The Admiral’s House 

 ROW # Square 

Feet 

Acres 

Alternative A  
(Figure J-1) 

9 16,908 0.39 

Alternative C 
(Figure J-2) 

17 
18 

24,583 
2,375 
26,958 

0.56 
0.06 
0.62 

Alternative D  
(Figure J-3) 

16 
18 

25,481 
2,375 
27,856 

0.58 
0.06 
0.64 

                                                      
26

 Source: Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project Public Lands/Section 4(f) Resources DR (2004). 

27
 The amount of ROW required from the Ursula Judkins Viewpoint from the PA was refined during development of 

the JDA and reduced to 0.18 acre or 7,886.  See Appendix D. 
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Figure J-1  Alternative A – Preferred Alternative ROW Needs 
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Figure J-2  Alternative C - ROW Needs 
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FIGURE J-3  Alternative D – ROW Needs 
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Appendix K  

Avoidance Alternatives  

The U.S. DOT may not approve the use of Section 4(f) property unless it is 

determined that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the use of land from 

the property, or that any use of Section 4(f) property would be a de minimis impact. 

An alternative is not prudent according to 23 CFR 774.17(3) if it compromises the 

project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its 

stated Purpose and Need.  

 

In early phases of the project twenty-five initial alignment options were developed 

for replacement of the Magnolia Bridge. Of these initial alignments, nine would 

avoid Section 4(f) resources.  These were alignments 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 21, 22, 23 

and 25. They are summarized in the Avoidance Alignments section below. 

 

The nine avoidance alignments were further evaluated for overall project impacts.  

As a result four were screened out because they would have significant residential 

and business displacements and significant changes in traffic flow that would create 

substantial community disruptions.  Avoidance alignments 9, 10, 21, and 22 were 

deemed not feasible or prudent.  

 

The five surviving alignments were developed into alternatives E, F1, F2, H and I.  

At a later date, a Rehabilitation Alternative was developed that would also avoid 

Section 4(f) resources.  They are summarized in the Avoidance Alternatives section 

below.  

 

The five avoidance alternatives were further refined and put through another 

screening process. Due to significant traffic impacts from many of these alternatives 

that could not be mitigated or the fact that they did not meet the project purpose and 

need, none of the avoidance alternatives were deemed not feasible or prudent  and 

not moved forward.   

 

For a more detailed discussion of project alternatives screening please see Chapter 3 

of the Magnolia Bridge Environmental Assessment and the Magnolia Bridge 

Replacement Draft Alignment Study Report (See Appendix B).  
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Avoidance Alignments 

Table 1 Avoidance Alignment Screening Summary 

Alignment 

 

Alignment Description Reason Rejected 

9 

 

Alignment 9 was proposed 
as a surface road to the east 
and north of the existing 
Magnolia Bridge.  The 
surface street would begin 
at the W Galer St Flyover, 
cross under existing 
Magnolia Bridge and run 
along west side of BNSF 
railroad tracks. The surface 
road would continue north 
to near W Halladay St 
where it would turn to the 
west and extend up the hill 
with a ramp or bridge 
connecting to 20th Ave W 
and 21st Ave W and 
Thorndyke Ave W.  

Alignment 9 was eliminated 

because the W Galer St 

Flyover connection to 15
th
 

Ave W has limited capacity 

to carry traffic from both the 

waterfront/Port areas and 

traffic to and from Magnolia.  

As a result, traffic would be 

degraded and accesses in the 

area diminished.  Because of 

these impacts Alignment 9 

did not meet the project 

purpose and need and was 

determined not prudent or 

feasible. 

10 Alignment 10 was proposed as 

an elevated structure beginning 

in the east approximately 500 

feet north of the existing 

Magnolia Bridge.  The elevated 

structure would cross the BNSF 

Railroad tracks then drop down 

and continue as a surface road 

over Port property. The road 

would turn north and move into 

a fill and/or structure to connect 

with Thorndyke Ave W north of 

22
nd

 Ave W.   

  

Alignment 10 was 

eliminated because traffic 

distribution on Thorndyke 

Ave W from this alignment 

would be significantly 

degraded, existing access to 

the waterfront/Port areas 

would be eliminated and 

traffic flow on 15th Ave 

would be significantly 

degraded.  Because of these 

impacts Alignment 10 did 

not meet the project purpose 

and need and was 

determined not prudent or 

feasible. 

11 Alignment 11 would be located 

north of the existing Magnolia 

Bridge.  In the east, the 

alignment would begin at W 

Wheeler St and 15
th
 Ave W, 

continue straight west and cross 

the BNSF Railroad tracks and 

cross the Port uplands in an 

elevated structure. The western 

Alignment 11 was 

developed into Alternative 

E. 

QUEEN ANNE 
GREENELT 
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Alignment 

 

Alignment Description Reason Rejected 

connection would be at 

Thorndyke Ave W/ 23
rd

 Ave W.  

The alignment would include a 

half diamond intersection in the 

middle of the bridge to provide 

connection with Port uplands 

from east side only, and a 

surface road connection with 

21st Ave W.  

12 Alignment 12 would be located 

north of the existing bridge. The 

eastern portion of the alignment 

would begin at W Armory Way 

and 15
th
 Ave W, continue on W 

Armory Way cross over the 

BNSF Railroad tracks on an 

elevated structure, angle 

northwest across Port uplands 

and connect to  Thorndyke Ave 

W at W Halladay St.  

 

Alignment 12 was 

redeveloped into 

Alternative F1 

13 Alignment 13 would be located 

north of the existing bridge. The 

eastern portion of the alignment 

would begin at W Wheeler St 

and 15
th
 Ave W at grade, 

continue and cross over the 

BNSF Railroad tracks at an 

angle, continue in an elevated 

structure across Port uplands 

and connect to Thorndyke Ave 

W at W Halladay St.  

Alignment 13 was 

developed into 

Alternative F2 

21 Alignment 21 would remove 

the existing Magnolia Bridge 

without replacing it.  

Improvements would be made 

to connections through W 

Dravus St and Emerson 

Viaduct.  

 

Alignment 21 would degrade 

traffic on W Dravus St, the 

Emerson Viaduct and 15
th
 

Ave W. In addition, since 

the alignment does not 

provide a ‘replacement’ for 

the bridge structure or 

approaches it does not meet 

the project purposed and 

need. Because of this, the 

Alignment 21 was 

determined not prudent or 

feasible. 

22 Alignment 22 would be located Alignment 22 was 
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Alignment 

 

Alignment Description Reason Rejected 

north of the existing magnolia 

Bridge.  The eastern portion of 

the alignment would begin at W 

Armory Way and 15
th
 Ave W at 

grade and continue on W 

Armory Way approx.imately 

500’, turn west and cross over 

BNSF Railroad tracks in an 

elevated structure.  The 

alignment would drop down and 

continue surface road, and 

connect to a tunnel under the 

Magnolia Bluff along W 

McGraw St.  The west portal 

would be located at 32
nd

 
 
Ave 

W/McGraw St.  

eliminated due to the high 

cost of tunnel construction 

relative to the other bridge 

options. In addition, the 

western tunnel portal in 

Magnolia would have 

significant construction 

impacts to traffic, residential 

displacements and impacts 

on the neighborhood. 

Because of this, the 

Alignment 22 was 

determined not prudent or 

feasible. 

23 Alignment 23 would be located 

north of the existing Magnolia 

Bridge. It would consist of two 

parallel structures one in the 

south and one in the north. The 

southern portion of the 

alignment would connect at 

grade with the W Galer St 

Flyover cross under the existing 

Magnolia Bridge, run along the 

west side of the BNSF Railroad 

tracks for approximately 1700 feet, 

it would turn west to connect with 

a new structure at W Galer St.   

The northern portion of the 

alignment would begin at W 

Armory Way and 15
th
 Ave W at 

grade, continues on W Armory 

Way northward and cross the 

BNSF Railroad tracks at an 

angle. The alignment would 

then turn west and continue on 

an elevated structure connecting 

to Thorndyke Ave W at 23
rd

 

Ave W. 

Alignment 23 was 

developed into Alternative 

H. 

25 Alignment 25 would located be 

north of the existing Magnolia 

Bridge.  It would begin at W 

Armory Way and 15th Ave W 

at grade and head straight west 

Alignment 25 was 

redeveloped into 

Alternative I. 
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Alignment 

 

Alignment Description Reason Rejected 

crossing over BNSF Railroad 

tracks.  It would continue as an 

elevated structure over Port 

uplands property and cross 23rd 

Ave W at grade then continue 

along W Crockett St to 

Thorndyke Ave W. 
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Figure 27  - Alignment 9  
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Figure 28  - Alignment 10 
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Figure 29  - Alignment 11 
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Figure 30  - Alignment 12 
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Figure 31  - Alignment 13 
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Figure 32  - Alignment 21 
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Figure 33  - Alignment 22 
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Figure 34  - Alignment 23 
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Figure 35  - Alignment 25 
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Table 3 Avoidance Alternatives Screening Summary 

Alternative Alternative Description Reason Rejected 

E 
Alternative E would include a flyover ramp from 15

th 

Avenue West (south of West Wheeler Street) that would loop 
northbound to West Wheeler Street, over 15th Avenue West 
and the BNSF Railroad and continue west across Port 
property as  an elevated structure. The west end of this 
alternative would connect to the intersection of Thorndyke 

Avenue West and 23
rd 

Avenue West. To accommodate 
development proposed by the Port in 2007, Alternative E 
would include construction of a half diamond interchange at 
the eastern portion of the structure.  This structure would allow 
connection to a new road (proposed by the Port) extending 21st 
Avenue West across Port property to the waterfront in the south.   
See Figure 1.  

 
 

Alternative F1 would have significant environmental 
impacts: 

 Residential and business displacements - 
The Wheeler Street ramp would displace 
approximately 15 single-family residences 
and 3 multifamily residential buildings and 
would displace at least 1 business. 

  Noise – Approximately 60 residences at 
the Thorndyke terminus would be affected 
by operational noise. 

 Geologic hazards – the steep slope at the 
Thorndyke connection is in liquefaction 
and potential landslide areas.  In addition, 
Alternative H would require construction 
within the 1,000 foot buffer for the 
Interbay Landfill.  

 
Alternative E would have the highest rights-of-way 
costs and displacement costs of all alternatives. 
 
Without construction of a new road by the Port of 
Seattle, Alternative E would not provide access to the 
waterfront and waterfront businesses and therefore 
would not meet the project purpose and need.  

Because of these impacts and costs Alternative E 
was determined not prudent or feasible.   

F1 
Alternative F1 would include a flyover ramp over 15

th 
Avenue 

West to West Armory Way.     

The flyover would continue along West Armory Way onto an 
elevated structure that would cross the BNSF Railroad tracks 
and Port property and connect with Thorndyke Avenue West at 
West Halladay Street. To accommodate development 
proposed by the Port in 2007, Alternative F1 would include an 
interchange that would allow a connection to a new road proposed by 
the Port) extending 21st Avenue West across Port property to the 
waterfront in the south.  See Figure 2. 

Alternative F1 would have significant environmental 
impacts: 

 Business displacements: The West 
Armory Way ramp would displace 2 
businesses fronting the east side of 15th 
Ave W.    

 Noise – Approximately 60 residences at 
the Thorndyke terminus would be affected 
by operational noise. 

 Geologic hazards – the steep slope at the 
Thorndyke connection are both in 
liquefaction and potential landslide areas.  
In addition,  Alternative F1 would require 
construction within the 1,000 foot buffer 
for the Interbay Landfill.  
 

Without construction of a new road by the Port of 
Seattle, Alternative F1 would not provide access to 
the waterfront and waterfront businesses and 
therefore would not meet the project purpose and 
need. Because of these impacts Alternative F1 was 
determined not prudent or feasible e.   

 

F2 Similar to Alternative E, Alternative  F2 would include a flyover 

ramp from 15
th 

Avenue West (south of West Wheeler Street) that 
would loop northbound to West Wheeler Street, over 15th Avenue 
West.  It would then cross the BNSF Railroad tracks at an angle, 
turn west and continue on an elevated structure to connect 
with Thorndyke Avenue West at West Halladay Street. Similar 
to Alternative F1, to accommodate development proposed by 

Alternative F2 would have the same impacts as 
Alternative E. 

Because of these impacts and costs Alternative F2 
was determined not a prudent or feasible. 
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Alternative Alternative Description Reason Rejected 

the Port in 2007, Alternative F2 would include an interchange 
that would allow a connection to a new road proposed by the Port) 
extending 21st Avenue West across Port property to the waterfront in the 
south.  See Figure 2. 

 

H Alternative H  would include a north and a south alignment 
(the south crossing would not provide the necessary 
capacity alone): 
 
North Crossing: Similar to Alternative F1, Alternative H 
would include a flyover at West Armory Way and 15th 
Avenue West, continuing on West Armory Way and 
crossing the railroad tracks at a skewed angle. The 
alternative would continue the elevated structure to the west 
at Wheeler Street West connecting to Thorndyke Avenue West 
at 23rd Avenue West. 
 
South Crossing: The southern crossing of Alternative H 
includes a surface road from the west end of the West Galer 
Street flyover that would cross under the existing bridge.  
From here the alternative would run along the west side of 
railroad tracks for approximately 1,700 feet, and turn west to 
connect with a new structure ascending to Magnolia at West 
Galer Street.  Access to Port uplands and the waterfront 
would be provided by a surface connection north to 21st 
Avenue West and south and west to West Marina Drive. 
See Figure 3. 

Alternative H would have significant environmental 
impacts: 

 Business displacements –Alternative H 
would displace 2 existing businesses on 
Port properties.  The West Armory Street 
ramp would displace 2 businesses 
fronting the east side of 15th Ave W.    

 Noise – Approximately 10 residences at 
the southern alignment and 60 residences 
at the Thorndyke terminus would be 
affected by operational noise. 

 Geologic hazards/risks – the steep slope 
at the Thorndyke connection of the north 
crossing is in liquefaction and potential 
landslide areas.  In addition, Alternative H 
would require construction within the 
1,000 foot buffer for the Interbay Landfill.  

 Construction costs –high construction 
costs compared to other alternatives.  

 

Because of these impacts and costs Alternative H 
was determined not prudent or feasible 

I 
Alternative I would include a flyover ramp over 15

th 
Avenue 

West to West Armory Way.    The alignment would turn west 
across the BNSF Railroad tracks, and continue on an 
elevated structure over the Port uplands. The alternative 
would cross over 23rd Avenue West and continue along 
West Boston Street to Thorndyke Avenue West.  Alternative 
I would include ramps in the middle of the structure that 
would connect to the Port proposed surface road extending 
existing 21st  Avenue West. See Figure 4.  

Alternative I would have significant impacts:  

 Business and residential displacements - 
The Armory Street ramp would displace 2 
businesses fronting the east side of 15th 
Avenue W near Newton and Howe 
Streets Potential displacement of 7 
multiifamily buildings along Boston Street, 
east of Thorndyke Avenue.  

 Noise –Approximately 350 residencies in 
vicinity of the Boston/Throndyke 
intersection would be affected by 
operational noise. 

 Geologic hazards/risks – the steep slope 
at the Thorndyke connection of the north 
crossing is in liquefaction and potential 
landslide areas.  In addition, Alternative I 
would require construction within the 
1,000 foot buffer for the Interbay Landfill.  

 
Alternative I would not include direct access to the 
waterfront and therefore does not meet the project 
purpose and need.   Because of these impacts and 
costs Alternative I was determined not prudent or 
feasible.   
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Figure 36 - Alternative E 
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 Figure 37 - Alternative F  



 

Section 4(f) Evaluation Avoidance Alternatives Page 217 

Magnolia Bridge Replacement  

 

 

 

 

Figure 38 - Alternative H 
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Figure 39 - Alternative I 
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Appendix L  

Public Involvement  
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